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ABSTRACT 


The typological analysis of social power of French and Raven (1959) 
was used as the theoretical basis for a field investigation of corporate 
managers in a large energy company. An instrument entitled Supervisory 
Situations Survey (SSS) was constructed to measure power base preference. 
The instrument provided a score on each of the five power bases: reward, 
legitimate, expert, referent, and coercion. An initial 54-item version 
(Form A) was constructed and administered to a group of 37 managers. On- 
the basis of an item analysis, the test was shortened to 45 items. 
Test-retest reliability estimates for the five bases on the shortened 
form ranged from .69 to .88. Internal consistency was determined using 
K-R20 item analysis with correlations for the five power bases ranging 
from .75 to .86. This refined, 45-item version (Form B) was then used 


in the field investigation. 


The definition of power, previous research, and the relationship 
of other concepts to power base preference was discussed. A power 
model was described as a means of identifying the focus of varying 
research on "power". Specific hypotheses were stated in respect to 
managers' level of position in an organization and their power base 
preferences. One hundred and twenty-seven (127) managers were 


selected from three levels of management and the SSS administered. 


} §: 
mingles) > 
‘ 
i} 
5 ae 
re 
? 
P 
>? 
i 
orton 
u wend sew 
3 
Gr 28. 
i 
te | 
en 9 | pw hi 


tott /bi@ Aer tes aetep, wh wh-aotttzog + 


yy | 
: 
ei Mg 
e 
td 
; 
24> 
E . 


vi *SPij 


esirora of 


cr 
£ 
‘ J 
-. 
e* 
ibe 
, ori 
| ; 
AS 
. 
i¢~ 
' 


tx 


i 26a 


y 
it . 
a A 1S * 
: 
j ve 


“Met Set tae 3 


7. 
Ta) a 
he a 
j be 
- 
' I 
“aa ha 
~ 
‘ 
ares 
[ 
‘4 
sinh} 


vn Wed? mech \ rie 
‘ _ 
ae PL 


i foniee] 


a 


aeeo 


ct ‘377y chy 


20 zs ee eh) 


(teal aar 
troe! 
% 
J 
, i 


> en 

‘dro Ye 

/ oom 

eos? 

a 


Wena Ths if, Mga di cieninaihied a 


mae 


pia 


When mean scores were ranked, it was found that managers, 
irrespective of position in the organization preferred reward and 
legitimate power bases. A coercive power base was found to be the 
least preferred. In addition, there were a number of significant 
differences among the power base preferences and the three levels of 
management. No relationship was found between power base preference 
and age, education, and number of employees supervised. Implications 
for use of the SSS in industry were discussed and further research 


considerations were explored. 
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CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTION 


The phenomenon of social power, defined as the ability of one or 
more persons to influence the behaviour or emotions of another person 
or persons (Winter, 1973), is still not fully understood. Moss Kanter 
(1979) exemplifies the mystique around the concept of power by 


writing: 


"Power is America's last dirty word. People who 
have it, deny it; people who want it, do not want 
to appear to hunger for it, and people who engage 


in its machinations, do so secretly." (p. 65). 


The intent of this study is to contribute to the literature on 
social power by examining the way managers, in organizational settings, 
prefer to influence others. French and Raven's (1959) typological 
analysis of sacial power will be used as the theoretical basis for this 


examination. 
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French and Raven's Typological Analysis of Social Power 


The power base notion originated in the work of French and Raven 
(1959). They defined social power as the potential influence that 
could be exerted on a person's cognitions, attitudes, or behaviour. 
They developed a typological analysis of power which consisted of 
five bases of power: reward, coercive, legitimate, referent, and 


expert. 


Reward poner The capacity of one person to provide desired 
outcomes to others in exchange for compliance with desired behaviour. 
Reward power increases as the value of the desired outcomes increases. 
The rewarding person becomes more attractive to the complying person 


when reward power is used. 


Coercive Power. The capacity to inflict negative outcomes on 
another person. Compliant behaviour becomes the means by which a 
person can escape or avoid these negative outcomes. Coercive power 
cen take the form of withholding of rewards, or it may imply an action 
of negative value to a person (e.g., punishment). The disadvantage of 
using coercive power is that the results cannot always be predicted. 
Tre power holder may expect a person to behave in a way that is in line 
with meeting organizational goals. However, when coercive power is 
used, the person's only aim is to avoid punishment. Thus they may 


behave in alternate ways by covering up errors or falsifying reports. 
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Legitimate Power. The capacity of a person to influence others by 
virtue of rank or position. Influence attempts consist of role 
behaviour that is consistent with cultural values, the hierarchy of 
authority in an organization, or expectations of the group which 


appointed or elected the powerholder. 


Referent Power. The capacity to influence others based on high 
attractiveness. It involves the process of identification (wanting to 
be like someone else). A person may identify with the powerholder and 
seek to please him by complying with the powerholder's wishes. In some . 
Situations, such as with charismatic leaders, followers may be unaware 


of the referent power he or she has over them. 


Expert Power. The capacity to influence others on the basis of 
superior knowledge or abilities. A person in order to be influenced, 
must believe that the powerholder's knowledge or ability Syaasde his 
own in a specific area. In addition, the powerholder's capacity to. 
influence requires that others are motivated to attain goals in the 


specific area of the powerholder's expertise. 


The focus of this study will be on the stated preference of a 
manager for the use of certain influence techniques that are 
associated with each of the five power bases (French & Raven, 1959). 
The actual use of these techniques or the success of their outcomes 


in the work setting is beyond the scope of the study. 
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Evaluating Research on Social Power 


The relevant research on social power will be reviewed in the 
next chapter. However, to evaluate this research in any meaningful 


way, One must reconcile three areas of potential difficulty. 


The first is the multiple conceptualization and varied terminology 
associated with the term power. Power is sometimes seen as a need 
state, an attitude, an attribute, and sometimes as overt behaviour. 


Power, authority, and leadership appear to be used interchangeably. 


Secondly, the focus of the research has varied. That is, some 
authors have investigated people influenced by a powerholder. These 
people would account in retrospect for the ways others have influenced 
them. Other authors have stressed the resources available to a person 
as being the critical factor in influence attempts. Still others have 


focussed on the end result or effectiveness of influence techniques. . 


The third area of difficulty is the lack of consistent measurement 
methods. To date, there is no reliable psychometric test available that 
is specific to French and Raven's typology. Previous eradiee (French & 
Raven, 1959; Raven, 1965; Raven, Centers & Rodrigues, 1969) relied upon 
interpreting responses of subjects obtained in interviews. Others 
(Burke & Wilcox, 1971; Burke, 1972) have used five or six questions 


which ask subjects directly about the use of particular power bases. 
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In an attempt at reconciling these three areas, a test instrument 
will be developed for measuring power base preference. In addition, a 
power model will be described in order to conceptually organize the 


varying research on social power. 


Overview of the Study 


The purpose of the present study is to: construct a power base 
preference test instrument; describe a power model which depicts the 
relative relationship of a number of variables in the power construct; 
and conduct a field research examining (a) the power base preferences 
of managers in an energy company; (b) the relationship peter level 


of position held in an organization and power base preference. 


First, relevant literature will be reviewed. Then Form A of the 
test instrument will be constructed and administered to a sample of 
managers. From an analysis of the responses, a final version Form B 
of the test will be developed. For purposes of face validity, the 
instrument will be termed Supervisory Situations Survey (SSS). 
Reliability estimates will be obtained using a test-retest procedure 
with a sample of MBA students. Finally, the SSS will be administered 
to three groups of managers from an energy company. The groups will 
represent each of the three levels of management. In addition to 
position level and power base preference, variables such as age, years 
of service, education, and number of employees supervised will be 


examined. 


© 


< is sii 2 
b het 
1 
asttrhbse fi & B49" 9 wesd TSWhd ONT IeeeS ott 
ris - - } ~ ' as = rio we 
' PO Th YitG, I Liki? : =) Fah) : Sy The i ‘A 1) ie 
' it &% tidy ite + 


4 . 4av0 
: a : 


‘}_ 70 war yse 


wt 
, “ AGF 

“\ = B aid Ris VEIOAS) TNé 
7 ’ 


Tsai ba 


bi B i i beat noe 


i= xe ae - 


CHAPTER II 
SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE 


Introduction 


As mentioned in Chapter I, an attempt will be made to organize some 
of the information on social power. In doing so, a review of literature 
will include a historical perspective, a brief overview of related 
concepts and theories, and a summary of relevant research on power base 
preference. Also, prior to formulating specific hypotheses, a power 


model will be described. 


Historical Perspective 


The study of power has long intrigued many a philosopher, theologian, 
end politician. McClelland (1975) aptly remarked "... the task has . 
confounded man's thinking for centuries". For example, Plato, Aristotle 
(2,000 years ago), Machiavelli (450 years ago), Hobbes (300 years ago), 
and Nietzshe pondered about the nature of man and the origin of society. 
In so doing, they set forth many an explanation revolving about man's 


striving for power. 


More recently, sociologists, political scientists, and social 
psychologists have attempted to explain wars, racial turmoil, and a 


variety of other social and political phenomena by way of the concept 
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of power. Their notions of power varied from the search for individual 
traits to the examination of interpersonal situations. According to 
Winter (1973), some sociologists saw an individual becoming a leader 

not only by virtue of their abilities, but also because the situation 
required those abilities at that moment. The "Great-Man-Theory” viewed 
the leader as a symbol of the emergence of certain groups in society. 

By contrast, the traditional psychological view considered the power of 

a leader stemming from his or her superior physical or mental abilities. 
Great effort was expended to identify these leadership traits following 
World War I, only to be abandoned in 1950 in favour of a more situational 
view. Winter (1973) has commented that ample evidence supports the 
situational view, but adds that evidence also exists which supports the 
notion of individual factors and motives which may operate in conjunction 


with situational factors. 


Related Concepts and Theories 


The long history of interest in power resulted not only ina 
convergence of thinking among many disciplines, but also gave rise to 
the renewed scientific enquiry into the many and varied facets of power. 
This renewed interest brought numerous terms, theories, and related 
concepts which tended to obscure the meaning of power. Lawless (1972) 
critically remarked that the use of the term power in explaining 
everything has resulted in the term becoming meaningless in and of 


itself. In addition, different words were used to describe the same 
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concept and vice versa. An extreme example is the categorization of 
the forms of influence by Lasswell and Kaplan (1950). They identified 
sixty-four forms of influence based on the means of influence and the 
goalof the influence attempt. Another example is the use of the 
Synonymous terms; influence and authority. Back (1961) attempted to 
clarify their meaning. He indicated that the inferred state of an 
individual is called an attitude which affects the likelihood of some 
action. Power that changes an attitude was called Ra iuence and power 


that directly produces action was called authority. 


In addition to the confusion created by those semantic distinctions 
considerable researches were generated which involved concepts very 
closely related to power. They varied according to their emphasis on 
situational and/or personal factors. Rotter (1966) investigated the 
perceived locus of control; de Charms (1968) studied personal causation. 
These concepts and their corresponding theories focussed on a person's 
sense of fate-control. That is, a feeling or expectancy about attaining 
a goal and the control of reinforcers by self or others. Kruglanski 
(1972) investigated situational considerations for predicting attributed 
power following social interactions. A great deal was also written about 
authoritarianism and Machiavellianism which included notions about the 
value of power, who should have it and how it is to be exerted. Winter 
(1973) and McClelland (1975) viewed power as a motive. They suggested 
that this motive operated unconsciously and dealt with striving for 
power rather than the actual present position of power. In classical 
personality theory, Freud considered power in his explanation of the 


development of the ego. The ego was believed to control the antisocial 
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impulses of the id as well as the internalized parental and societal 
demands (superego). Adler considered power in his conceptualization of 
inferiority and superiority complexes. He felt that individuals may 
strive for mastery over everyone and everything as compensation for 
feelings of inferiority. Kelman (1958) classified power into three 
categories: compliance, identification, and internalization. He 
defined compliance as a change in behaviour (accept orders) but without 
a corresponding change in attitude. Identification was seen as an 
individual changing his behaviour to be like another. Internalization 
was similar but involved a greater rational component. Thibaut and 
Kelly (1959) viewed power in terms of the gratification one person can 
provide to another. He called the group dynamics a pay-off matrix - 
characteristic behaviour patterns that result in maximal gratification. 
Back (1961) investigated interpersonal patterns of communication and 
developed a mathematical model. The model represented conditions under 
which authority and influence are exerted. He concluded that both 
influence and authority in combination result in the highest probability - 
of enduring change occurring in a target. There have been many more 
areas of research on power involving variables such as socioeconomic 
status, sex, race, ethnicity, nature of task, etc., but an exhaustive 


account would not serve the purpose of this study. 


Summary of Relevant Studies 


Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and Rosenthal (1964) studied a number of 


industrial organizations such as oi] companies, electronic firms, and 
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automobile and machine part manufacturers. They examined the power 
bases and corresponding influence techniques that the superiors and 
subordinates used. They examined both the direct chain of command as 
well as the indirect influence exerted by individuals in the same 
Organization. They found that with formal authority or the legitimate 
power base, influence techniques tend to be direct orders and commands. 
These techniques were used most frequently by superiors that were a few 
steps higher than the subordinate in the direct chain of command. It 
was suagested that Since the subordinate and his immediate superior 
work together more closely affective reactions become more important 
than formal authority. If this is the case, a supervisor, with fewer 
subordinates, might also have more opportunity to interact with them 
and thus be less inclined to influence them from a legitimate power 
base. This assertion will be tested in this research by examining the 
relationship between supervisors’ perferences for legitimate power 


and the number of employees they supervise. 


Kahn also found the use of legitimate power correlated .74 with 
effective power. Effective power was the actual success or behaviour 
change resulting from an influence technique attempt. The subject of 
the present research will focus on managers’ preferences for using 


certain techniques as opposed to the results or how effective they are 


in their use. 


In respect to reward (rewarding compliance) and coercive (punishing 


non-compliance) power bases, 70% of direct supervisors indicated they 
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would offer a recommendation of a raise as a means of influence. Reward 
power correlated .63 with effective power. Both direct and indirect 
superiors indicated they would take recourse to coercion called 
"disciplinary action" which could take the form of transfer, dismissals, 
and blocking of promotion or salary increase. Eighty percent of the 
individuals who were subordinates two levels in the organization below 
a particular individual said they would exert influence (coercive) by 
withholding aid, information, or co-operation. The superiors on the 
other hand were reluctant to use these techniques for fear it would 
result in "organizational suicide". Based on this finding, it 1S 
predicted that in the present study, coercion will be the manager's 


leastpreferred power base. 


The techniques stemming from an expert power base involve the 
bringing of new information about the situation, explaining, clarifying, 
reasoning, arguing, and talking it over as a means of persuading others 
to adopt one's own views. Because these techniques minimize any threat 
of retaliation, Kahn reported them as most commonly used (86% of 
supervisors, 81% of peers, and 72% of subordinates). In examining this 
finding, the present study predicts that managers will report a greatest 


preference for an expert power base. 


The referent power base involved influence attempts based on both 
attraction (friendship) and identification with one's superior. Any 
influence attempt made by virtue of an appeal to friendship or personal 


favour or company loyalty was perceived as distasteful and therefore used 
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infrequently. But, influence attempts based on the degree to which 
subordinates identified with the superior were far more common and 
preferred more than direct orders, promises of reward, or threats of 
disciplinary action. Therefore, in the present study, managers should 
report a greater preference for referent than legitimate, reward, or 


coercive power bases. 


Kahn's work is relevant to the present study in three ways. Firstly, 
it demonstrates the significance of the situation as a variable in the 
dynamics of power. In other words, a person's position in an organization 
in relation to the target may effect his choice of technique 
present study extends this notion by examining situations involving 
managers and subordinates with the managers occupying varying position 


levels in the company such as first line, middle, or senior management. 


Secondly, Kahn's work is relevant in that the influence techniques 
he studied were used in the construction of the test instrument 
(Supervisory Situations Survey). Table 1 summarizes the influence 
techniques common to each power base and the corresponding relationship 


with effectiveness of the technique (Kahn, 1964). 
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TABLE 1 


TECHNIQUES COMMON TO POWER BASES AND CORRELATION WITH EFFECTIVE POWER 


(after Kahn, 1964): 


n = 38] 
POWER BASE TECHNIQUE 
Legitimate 1. Use authority to make final 
decision 
2. Direct order or command 
Reward 3. Recommend promotion or raise 
Coercive 4. Disciplinary action 
5. Make things difficult on the 
job 
Expert 6. Rely on his/her confidence in 
one's knowledge 
7. Bring new information about 
situation 
8. Convince him/her it is right 
for company . 
Referent 9. Appeal to friendship 
10. Ask personal favours 
11. Appeal to company loyalty 
Indirect 12. Go through channels of another 


person 
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Thirdly, Kahn concluded that managers most commonly operate from 
expert and referent power bases but are most effective from legitimate 
and reward power bases. These findings that managers may prefer to 
use certain techniques but are more effective using others suggests two 
things. Firstly, we need to separate and clearly delineate what managers' 
preferences are and secondly, examine other variables that may contribute 
to their effectiveness. In addition, Kahn's findings did not quite agree 
with the position of noted authors such as Likert (1961) and Tannenbaum 
(1962). They maintained that reward, referent, and expert power bases 


were more effective than a legitimate power base. 


In a series of studies in various occupational settings Bachman 
(1966, 1968) found the expert and legitimate power bases most commonly 
used. His findings on effectiveness (related to subordinate's job 
satisfaction and performance) did not agree with Kahn's findings either. 
Bachman found the expert power to be most effective. Therefore, some 


of Kahn's conclusions will be tested in the present study. 


Schopler (1965) reviewed a number of studies on social power and 
concluded: (1) users of reward power are more liked than coercive 
power figures; (2) conformity to coercive power increases with the 
strengths of potential punishment; (3) expertness on one task produces 
the ability to exert influence on a second, but only when the tasks are 
comparable. His findings have some relevant implications. Firstly, 
they point out the importance of three variables or components involved 


in social power: the nature of the task, the technique used, and the 
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reaction of the target person. Secondly, his conclusions encompass only 
reward and coercive power bases. Further research is needed particularly 
in relation to legitimate, referent, and expert power bases. Finally, 

he pointed out the difficulty in keeping power bases uncontaminated, 
often resulting in the nonindependence of power bases. The suggestion 

is that the power base typology may be of little use other than for 
analytical purposes. The present study may shed some light on these 
issues by examining these power bases and their relationship with other 


variables. 


Raser (1966) studied the personal characteristics of decision 
makers and the potential of a legitimate power base. He contended that 
leaders become the most severe taskmasters when given access to institutional 
means of influence. His study focused on two other social power variables, 
the person who wants to influence others and the resources he has 
available to him. Moss Kanter (1979) more recently commented on the 
resources of managers. She indicated that many first line and senior 
managers were powerless because they have little access to resources. 
The present study examines first line, middle, and senior managers. If 
Raser's and Moss Kanter's arguments are correct, then this study should 
find the middle managers with a greater preference for a legitimate 


power base than the first line and senior managers. 


Warren (1968) examines teachers! perceptions of school principals. 
He found the principals all high on at least three power bases. However, 


compliance was highest when referent power alone was used. His results 
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differed from both Kahn's and Bachman's, mentioned earlier. The focus 
of the study was on the reaction of the target person. Perhaps the 
perceptions of the target may not relate to the power base preferences 
of the principals. Warren's study again illustrates the varying focus 
of the studies and also the possibility that managers typically use a 


combination of power bases. 


Student (1968) found some evidence for the use of combinations. 

He studied the relationship between productivity and the use of power 
bases. He found some supervisors used reward and coercion while others 
used referent and expert power bases. The latter tended to increase 
the quality of work without the loss of quantity. These findings do 
not agree with those of Kahn's industrial samples where a legitimate 
power base was found to be most effective. It would seem that the use 
of a particular power base in and of itself cannot consistently account 


for the same results or effects on a target. 


Burke and Wilcox (1971) made a similar comment. They studied job 
setisfaction of subordinates in a utility company. Their findings were 
consistent with Bachman's in that expert and legitimate power bases 
were most commonly used. Expert and referent power bases were also 
found to be related to job satisfaction. Bachman did not find this 
relationship with a referent power base. The relevance of their study 
was twofold. Firstly, they focused on the target by asking them to 


indicate the way their supervisors influence them. The extent to which 


16 


their findings support or disagree with previous research may be affected 
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by their use of a test instrument that might lack validity and 
reliability. This criticism may be applicable to the bulk of the 

power base research. Thus the present study will attempt to construct 

a test instrument with some reliability and validity. The other 

relevant aspect of their study was their comments that a pattern or an 
additive combination may be a more meaningful way of viewing an influence 
attempt. A manager may use one technique from one power base followed 


closely with a technique from another base. 


Finding further evidence of power base combinations in the present 
study would support the notion that not one but a number of variables 
interact in any acts of social power. That is, a particular task or 
situation, the characteristics and resources of the powerholder and 
the reaction of the target may influence the preference, the ultimate 


use, and effectiveness of certain power bases. 


Kipnis and Consentino (1972) found evidence for the influence of 
the task or situation component in a power act. They investigated navy 
supervisors and found the means of influence depended on the nature of 
the problem. When a problem was complex, 76% of the supervisors used 
two means of influencing a subordinate. The most preferred means was 
ecological control. This was a power base that involved moving a 
subordinate to a new job, location, or shift. This power base corresponds 
with French and Raven's coercive power base. Interestingly enough, 


French and Raven suggested that the use of coercion would result in less 
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effective performance. Student (1968) found evidence to support this. 
Quality of work was found to be average when supervisors used coercion, | 
whereas the use of a reward power base resulted in higher quality of 


work (although quantity suffered). 


Berger (1972) demonstrated the side effects that may occur when a 
coercive power base is used. In a laboratory study, coercion was the 
only means of influence allowed. He found the powerholders perceived 


they were disliked by the people they were attempting to influence. 


It would appear from these studies that techniques from a coercive 
power base are seldom preferred but when used leave emotional residue 
(feelings of guilt, being disliked) in the powerholder. Therefore, it 
is predicted that managers in the present study will have the least 


preference for a coercive power base. 


In another study involving a large U.S. Corporation, Burke (1972) 
found subordinate job satisfaction related to expert and referent power 
bases. He found that a referent power base was most effective. His 
findings agreed with those of Warren (1968) and Burke and Wilcox (1971) 
mentioned earlier, but disagreed with Kahn's (1964) and Bachman's (1966, 
1968) findings. In explaining this variation, Burke introduced another 
variable. His hypothesis - the higher up in the formal organizational 
hierarchy the manager is, the greater the tendency to utilize a referent 
power base. The hypothesis will be tested in the present study by 


comparing first line, middle, and senior managers' preferences for a 


referent power base. 
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In his discussion, Burke commented that managers often want the 
organization to give them more power to reward compliance and punish 
noncompliance. However, these kinds of power might not be as effective 
as expert and referent power. Burke maintained that the expert and 
referent power bases cannot be delegated, but must be earned through 


demonstration of competence and interaction with subordinates. 


In addition to the study results mentioned above, there were also 
interesting findings in relation to a number of other variables such as 
age, education, sex, and years of experience. For example, Raven cited 
two studies examining power in the classroom. In the first, junior and 
senior high school students were presented with a number of specific 
situations (domains). They were then asked to state the likelihood of 
being influenced from each power base. Teachers were attributed with 
legitimate power closely followed by expert and coercive. Fellow 
students were attributed with referent and reward power. The study is 
relevant in that it encompasses four components that may be involved in 
any act of social power. The components include the situation, the 
_ powerholder or person doing the influencing, the power base used, and 
the target person. The "teacher-student" results regarding legitimate 
and expert power are in keeping with some of the previous findings 
(Kahn & Bachman) but the "student-student” results are more consistent 
with Warren's findings. A possible explanation for only partial 


agreement is that the components of social power may interact. In 


Raven's study targets perceives they are being influenced hv a 
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particular power base depending on the circumstance and the relative 
relationship between powerholder and target (i.e., teacher-student, 


student-peer). 


The second study Raven referred to was that of Jamieson (1974). 
He asked students, "Why are you influenced by your teachers?". He found 
Significant age group differences. High school students indicated | 
teachers influenced them from a legitimate power base, whereas 
undergraduates said coercive and graduates said expert. The powerholder -. 
target relationship was always the same (teacher-student), but the use 
of certain power bases varied. Thus, each component of social power 
may have subcomponents or specific variables that may also interact. 
Jamieson's study illustrates the significance of another variable, age, 


that is associated with the target component in social power. 


Evidence of this age variable is seen in Burke and Wilcox's 
study (1971), mentioned earlier. Younger, less experienced employees 
felt they were mostly influenced from an expert power base. Older, more 
senior people said they were influenced more by coercion and legitimate 


power. They found no sex difference. 


Raven, Centers, and Rodrigues (1971) not only found evidence for 
the situation component in social power, but also for specific variables 
associated with the target - peenena education. They studied a sample 
of husband and wives in the U.S. Responses varied depending on the specific 
situation or domain. Generally, husbands indicated their wives influenced 


them from a referent power base whereas wives attributed them with expert 
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power. Younger spouses placed more emphasis on expert power but this 
decreased with age. Conversely, expert power increased with the amount 


of education while referent power decreased. 


The present study will further explore the relationship between 
age, education, years of experience, and power base preferences. Based 
on the findings in the above studies it is predicted that older managers 
. will have a greater preference for referent power. Those with Jess 
experience will score higher on expert power. A sample of students are 
also used in the present study. Since they are younger and more 
experienced than a sample of corporate managers, one would expect some 
differences in power base preference scores. Therefore, it is predicted 
that the students will score lower on referent and higher on expert 


power than corporate managers. 


The summary of relevant studies suggests that French and Raven's 
typology may be helpful in understanding organizational behaviour. That 
is, supervisors tend to have predispositions for resorting to combinations 
cf power bases when attempting to influence subordinates. However, there 
is some agreement and some disagreement in the findings of many studies. 
The absence of a standardized test instrument and the varying focus of 
these studies makes interpreting these discrepancies quite difficult. 
Therefore, there is a need to separate and systematically reexamine the 
variables associated with social power. The specific hypotheses being 
tested in the present study will be reviewed but first a power model will 


be described. 
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Power Model 


By definition, social power is a dynamic interaction among people. 
Thus, the relationships among variables that pertain to these people 
must be examined. In addition, variables that deal with the situational 
context or environment must be identified. As pointed out in the review 
of literature, some authors (French & Raven, 1959; Back, 1961, Raser, 1966) 
have investigated variables associated with a powerholder; others (Kahn 
et al, 1969; Bachman, 1966; Burke & Wilcox, 1971) the response of a 
target; still others (Back, 1961; Kipnis, 1970; Berger, 19725 Burke, 1972), 
the specific situations and the effectiveness of influence attempts. 
Without a conceptual framework, interpretation of this research becomes 
difficult and misleading. Thus by reference to the power model, described 
in this study, one can depict the relative relationship of a number of 


variables and clarify the research focus. 


The basis of this power model was Kipnis' (1972) descriptive model 
of the power act. However, the power model differs from Kipnis' in 
that it includes additional components or elements and a rearrangement 
of variables to reflect the sequential dynamics of an influence attempt. 
It is comprised of five components or elements; a situation, individual, 
technique, the effects, and information that serves as feedback to the 
individual on the outcome. For simplicity, the power model can be 


abbreviated "IN-SITE" and depicted as in Figure l. 
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FIGURE 1 


ELEMENTS OF THE POWER MODEL ABBREVIATED 


Figure 2 highlights the model but a brief description might be 
useful. The S refers to the situations where an influence attempt is 
made. These situations can be interactions between supervisors and 
subordinates.in work settings or even between husband and wife in 
domestic settings. The situation involves a theme often referred to as 
the behavioural domain of an influence attempt. For example, Centers 
et al (1971) has shown husbands are influenced from a certain power base 
when a wife wants to visit a relative. However, the power base changes 


wnen the wife wants something repaired around the house. 


The I represents the individual or powerholder who attempts to 
influence another person or persons. The T represents the techniques 
associated with each power base that the individual will use in a given 
situation. The E represents the effects or outcome of the influence 
attempt. There may be effects on a target person, on the individual 
making the influence attempt, and on the organization (or social unit 
j.e., family). The IN represents the information that the individual 


powerholder (I) receives about the effects (E). The I may receive this 
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information directly from the immediate response of the target or 
indirectly from the organization or work unit. That is, without the 
surveillance of the target person's behaviour, some measure or indicator 


in the work unit may reflect the outcome of the influence attempt (T). 


There are also two subelements in the model: the resources (+) 
an individual has the inhibitions (-) that may be present. The inhibitions 
could be personal limitations or external constraints. Argyris' comments 
(1958) illustrate the aspect of external constraints. He suggested a 
particular culture or character evolves in an organization. The culturat 
norms coerce conformity resulting in individuals behaving according to 
expected patterns. Similarly, Schopler (1965) criticized the French and 
Raven typology as not being comprehensive. He points out that it does 
not take into consideration resistant forces. These forces could affect 


the choice of influence techniques as well as their effectiveness. 


The resources (+) also refer to individual strengths or traits as 
well as access to external resources such as information and funds. 
For example, Porter and Lawlor (1965) found the needs of higher level 
executives were more likely to be satisfied than lower ranking executives 
because of their access to more resources. Berger (1972) and Kipnis 
(1974) considered the access to the use of certain influence techniques 
a resource. Reinterpreted in the power model context, they are speaking 
of the presence or absence of inhibitions (-) such as policy, organizational 


norms, etc. which may or may not sanction or support the use of certain 
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techniques.’ For example, a manager may consider firing an employee but 
generous severance pay policies and anticipation of union reaction may 
prove to be sufficient inhibiting factors to warrant the use of another 


technique. 


As mentioned earlier, there are a number of variables that relate 
to each element or component. For example, age, education, years of 
experience, and sex may be associated with the powerholder (I) or the 
target (E). Thus, the model can serve as a useful guide to the systematic 
research of a variety of variables. Table II provides a Season of 
the research mentioned throughout this study. The research is categorized 


into the components or elements of the power model. 


The variables in this study fall within the S and I elements of the 
power model. The manager's position in the organization is categorized 
as part of the situation (S) in the model. Power base preference is 
viewed as a characteristic of the indivdual (I). The technique (T), 
effects (E), and information (IN) elements are not under investigation 
in this study. If the results do not support the notion that variables 
associated with the situation (S) and individual (I) interact, it would 
suggest the model is inappropriate in describing the dynamics of power. 
Thus the present study will also attempt to provide some validation 


data for the power model. 
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TABLE 2 - 


CATEGORIZATION OF RESEARCH INTO THE POWER MODEL — 


STUDIES S I T 
Kelman (1958) 
Argyris (1959) X X 
Thibaut & Kelly (1959) 
French & Raven (1959) 


><) oS OS 
>< 


Back (1961) X 
Likert (1961) X 
Kahn et al (1964) | X X 
Porter & Lawlor (1965) x 

Raven (1965) i u 
Rotter (1966) X 

Bachman (1968) X 
de Charms (1968) X 

Kipnis (1970) x X X 
Burke & Wilcox (1971) x 
Berger (1972) X X X 
Burke (1972) X 
Lawless (1972) 
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Kipnis & Consentino (1972) X 
Kipnis & Tedeschi (1974) X 
Kruglanski (1972) X 
Winter (1973) 
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McClelland (1975) 
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Hypotheses 


A number of findings and hypotheses are referred to in the previous 
review of literature. The following are the hypotheses that will be 


tested: 


1. Corporate managers, irrespective of position in the organization, 


prefer expert and legitimate power bases (highest scores). 


Pb The higher the level of the managers in the organization, the 


greater their preference for legitimate and referent power. 


3. Coercion is the least preferred power base among all three levels 


of managers. 


4. First and third level managers have less preference for reward 


than second level managers. 


5. MBA graduate students have a greater preference for expert power 


than corporate managers. 


6. The MBA graduate students have less preference for referent power 


than corporate managers. 


7. The older the managers are, the greater their preference for 


referent power. 
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Managers with more years of experience have a greater preference 


for expert power. 


Managers supervising large numbers of employees have a greater 


preference for legitimate power. 


29 


ope etd ssieete 6 svar sonaTsyre YO 2 sine atbee’ o 
pee — ot "0 


. a. ; 
i. exvtdger Soo5) SNe rrnegye 2votendt @ 


atmos tosb-wa. songne tat 


CHAPTER III- 


CONSTRUCTION OF THE SUPERVISORY SITUATIONS SURVEY (SSS) 


Item Preparation 


The work of French and Raven (1959) related to the bases of social 
power was reviewed. Each test item was designed to depict a situation 
involving a supervisor or manager and their staff. Some of the 
Situations were based on employee grievance cases that were resolved 
in arbitration (published in Employee Relations in action). Other 
situations were based on actual experiences reported by supervisors in 
a major energy company. The situations involved themes such as 
absenteeism, tardiness, conduct on the job, and improving performance. 
In addition, Kahn's work (1964) on influence techniques associated with 
each power base was reviewed. The test items were then structured so 
that in each situation, a supervisor or manager would use a particular 
technique to influence their employee(s). The items were structured 
to allow participants to state the extent to which they disagree or 
agree (scale of 1-8) with the way the manager or supervisor handled the 
situation. For example: 

As a practical joke, Jim lit a lunch 

bag on fire in the lunch room. The 


supervisor cautioned, "If anyone pulls 
a dangerous stunt like that again, 


there'll be a 30 day suspension." pees UR ay wee PY 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
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Another example: 


To reduce personal injuries to 
employees of super-tankers, 

the manager of shipping introduced 
a program, "The ship with the 

best record will have the honour 
Of raising this special safety 


award flag." lec eed er an Oe 7 8 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 


A pool of 54 items similar to the above examples was prepared. To 
insure the test's readability, company secretaries with grade twelve 
education were asked to complete the test. Their comments were noted 


and used as a basis for item revisions. 
Scoring Procedure 


The scoring procedure involved a bipolar, eight point scale on an 
agree/disagree continuum. A score of 1 would indicate considerable 
disagreement whereas a score of 8 would indicate considerable agreement. 
The test items related to specific power bases. Adding the etividual 
item scores resulted in a total score for each power base. The total 
scores of each power base would reflect the participant's relative 
preference for that power base. For example, a participant's highest 
score might be on the legitimate power base. It would suggest a 
predisposition for using influence techniques such as direct orders, 
relying on company policy, or using one’s authority to make final 
decisions. In this way, the SSS is an ipsative measure of power Base 


preference. See Appendix C for a listing of items for each power base. 
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Item Analysis Procedure 


The initial version (Form A) of the Supervisory Situations Survey 
was administered to 37 managers. They were randomly selected from a 
population of managers working in a major energy company. A more detailed 


description of this sample will be given in a later chapter. 


An item-total correlational analysis was performed on their 


responses. The results are presented in Table 3. 
TABLE 3 


ITEM - TOTAL CORRELATIONS FOR 
FORM A OF THE SUPERVISORY SITUATIONS SURVEY N= 37 


ITEM ITEM ITEM ITEM 
Ea Cem OAL Game le EM NO see OPA lee ae LT EMENO Sees TOTALS reel HEM eNO SS TO TA a ra 

] 47 15 #33 29 ~45 43 43 
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Final Item Selection 


The final item selection was based on three criteria. Firstly, the 
item-total correlation had to exceed .34. Secondly, any items which 
managers commented on as being confusing or difficult to respond to were 
rejected. Thirdly, the standard deviation had to exceed 1.5 units. The 
rationale for the item-total correlation and standard deviation criteria 
have been described by Bass and Berg (1959), Cattell @ossieeend 
Nunnally (1967). The item-total correlation 4g an indicator of the 
homogeneity actor It represents the extent to which the test item 
measures what the whole test measures. Since the SSS measures five 
power bases, five separate item-total correlations were performed. The 
standard deviation reflects the extent to which the responses are 
normally distributed. Table 4 gives the means and standard deviations 
for each item. 


TABLE 4 


MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EACH 
ITEM ON FORM A OF THE SUPERVISORY 
SITUATIONS SURVEY 


TTEM NO. MEAN Sd ITEM NO. MEAN sd ITEM NO. MEAN sd 
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Validity Considerations 


Content validity was established by constructing the instrument 
using the theoretical framework of French and Raven (1959). Construct 
validity was considered in the ex post facto analysis of the SSS 
data from two samples of managers and a sample of graduate students. 
This will be discussed in further detail in a succeeding chapter. It 
was felt that further tests of validity were beyond the scope Ofetnis 


study. 


Reliability Estimates 


A sample of 18 MBA students from York University, Toronto, Ontario, 
were tested and retested over a two week interval. The test-retest 


reliabilities for each power base are presented in Table 5. 
TABLE 5 


TEST-RETEST CORRELATIONS 
FOR GRADUATE STUDENT SAMPLE N= 18 


POWER BASE CORRELATION COEFFICIENT 
Reward .88 
Legitimate sf 
Expert as) 
Coercion .69 
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The internal consistency or homogeneity was determined by the 
Kuder - Richardson 20 formula. The coefficients for each power are 


presented in Table 6. 


TABLE 6 


INTERNAL CONSISTENCY K-R20 
FOR FORM B OF THE SUPERVISORY 
SITUATIONS SURVEY 


POWER BASE COEFFICIENT 
Reward Like’ 
Legitimate 79 
Expert aff s 
Coercion .86 
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CHAPTER IV 


PROCEDURE AND DESIGN 


The Samples 


Three samples were obtained for this study. The first sample 
was comprised of corporate managers and was utilized in the 
construction Of the SSS. The second sample was comprised of graduate 
students (MBA program) and was utilized to establish the aa eben 
(test-retest) of the SSS. The third sample was again comprised of 


corporate managers obtained from the same company as the first sample. 
MBA Students 


The sample consisted of 18 graduate students in an MBA program at 
York University. The testing was done during their evening class time. 
There were 14 males and 4 females. Their ages ranged from 21 to 44 . 
with a mean of 29.3 years. Thirteen of the students also worked full 
time. Eight of them supervised a mean of 6 staff and were an average 
of 4 years in their jobs. Participation in the study was voluntary. 
In addition, all participants were given feedback and a short presentation 


on the context within which their results could be interpreted. 
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Corporate Managers 


Both samples of corporate managers were obtained from the same 
company. The first sample consisted of 37 managers and the second, 
127. The mean age was 45.7. They supervised a mean of 15.9 staff and 
had spent a mean of 19.9 years in their jobs. In respect to education, 
43% had a Bachelor's degree {2/3 of them in enaineerina). Another. 37% had 
completed high school or a diploma/certificate program. Only 9% had a 


post graduate education. 


The managers were selected from three of four levels of management. 
The first level were first line supervisors with an annual salary range 
of $24,000 - $27,000.00. The second level were middle managers in the 
annual salary range of $33,000 - $41,000.00. The third level were 
executives earning $45,000 - $65,000 per year. All departments in the 


company were represented in the samples. 
Instruments 


The main instrument used in the study was the Siren isecwecatueiione 
Survey (described earlier). Other materials consisted of a covering 
letter and a return envelope. The covering letter was written by the 
Manager of Human Resources (see Appendix A). It introduced the author 
and explained the purpose of the questionnaire. The confidentiality of 


responses was stressed. 


‘+ banletdo andy ayanenem S78 aged to eofaus2 dod 

‘edags oA? bra avapenca 1é Yo. netetshoy Shamed Bagh st? emeamee = 

f2 Biol tr 5 6 DServyeagwe yet \-2) 20 S06 ASO oA? Sf : 
net et Poagast ni nt ~ tard at cosow 0.32 Fo née 8 nega oan 


tone .. ere bt ant 2 "| gehen o 9gfanses & DA gee 


fe - : jazi grolsih @ 49 foadse Aste hers [qmo2. = 
. e 

‘ s ‘ ” i" | g 

Witauos of LuSeh PSR eee 
7, ye. 

,. 

am to 2afevel «uot ho cotati mer? Sedo ied? ‘aye Wiigeran Sar 

7 


ary ‘ f 7 ¢ TVG ; rae ih 7 saw Travel jew? eAT - 
agit 00.000, TS3 « 000,082 0 ' 


ence Tayal & ‘OU SOO fk - OODLE? Yo oni wleiea) Saee 
aay | tf Pent if 154¥ yan (0° dak » GOOeb? cHfuske tevigusana 


i@u2 off oo; bedebanqe-ersw agregmae 


ancriguihe yar i att 2ow veuve 2? AP eee Saat dank ap tm alld 


gpiey es: . Th tetends shot wit A ait Paes pisiaen te 
a- 


| tea oe | ual k Ween siti BS csidunap 


eT ee * 


* 


> 


= 5 ie o ‘Pak ar ; : a oe 


Investigation Procedures 


Prior to conducting the study in the company, permission was 
Obtained from the Vice President of the Human Resources Department. 
Secondly, a computer print-out with the names and personal data of all 
managers was obtained. Subjects were then selected using a stratified 
random selection procedure. That is, managers were selected from three 
levels of management in each department of the company. The number to 
be selected from each deparrment was based on the proportion of 
managers in that department to the total number of managers in the 
company. An SSS questionnaire, covering letter and return envelope 
were then mailed to the subjects. Questionnaires were returned by 
84% of the sample that was used in the test construction phase. In the 
main study sample, 89% of the questionnaires were returned. The 
questionnaire responses were put on data cards and with the use of a 
computer item analysis, correlations, and t-tests were performed. The 
power base preference scores of managers at three levels in the company 


were compared. 


The design of the study also involved the correlational method. 
No controls are exerted other than the test measures. According to 
Shontz (1965), the correlational method is primarily concerned with 
the theoretical inferences that can be drawn from the relationships 
among variables. In this study, hypotheses have been made about the 
relationship between power base preference scores and a number of 
variables (age, education, number of employees supervised, and years 


of service). 
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CHAPTER V 


FINDINGS 


In order to examine the findings and derive conclusions, the 
research hypotheses will be restated. The results will be presented 
as they relate to the groups in the test construction phase, the 
second sample of corporate managers and other variables (age, years 


of experience, education, and number of employees supervised). 


Hypotheses Related to Power Base Preferences 


ie ~ Corporate managers, irrespective of position in the 
organization, will prefer expert and legitimate power 


bases (highest scores). 
Oa, The higher the level of the managers in the organization 
the greater their preference for legitimate and referent 


power. 


3. Coercion is the least preferred power base among all 


three levels of managers. 


4. First and third level managers have less preference 


for reward than second level managers. 


oo 


© a 


7 f Av ‘i 
=" : on 


<é 


a 


% 


ert er 
~ =) 
L) ae 
j < 


fade 


rm sty F eters 


1" ¢ 


it Sn 


No gat oF siaiay Yad Ze ie 


Sniitet GF Wao fi 


liiw teesteaud Aaiase 


seyotias to ofsere2 bnages ) 


penis .soeel wegxe. 70 8 


2 he RWG So neteioh sone Gaye : 


mia. 17 


f 


Ife poous weed 1900" heist te tekalat eakt 


40 
9. MBA graduate Students have a greater preference for 


expert power than corporate managers. 


6. The MBA graduate students have less preference for 


referent power than corporate managers. 


7. The older the managers are the greater their preference 


for referent power. 


8. Managers with more years of experience have a greater - 


preference for expert power. 
9. Managers supervising larger numbers of employees have 
a greater preference for legitimate power. 
Results 
In order to obtain empirical evidence to support the above 


hypotheses, t-tests and Pearson Product-Moment correlations were 


calculated. The results are presented in Tables 7 and 8. 
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; TABLE 7 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 


EACH POWER BASE 
(ALL LEVELS OF MANAGERS COMBINED) 


N = 127 


Power Base Mean Standard Deviation 
Reward 44.43 10.63 
Legitimate 44.37 10.80 
Expert alee Gye 10.97 
Referent 34.68 9.84 
Coercion 32.51 10.38 
TABLE 8 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR EACH 
POWER BASE FOR EACH LEVEL OF MANAGER 
SP LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 
Power Base ie sd a sd x sd 
Reward BOe lees 45.2 9.9 AiO BAEZ 
Legitimate ape AE St AT Oa, HOW KOS) 
Expert CAE ele A453058.9 ey UbZ aS) 
Referent 36.6 9.5 Seis 1sh4. 8} S0rCmaLGeG 
Coercion iS Seen) 36.9 9.2 28.6 9.3 
Conclusions 


The following conclusions were derived from the obtained results: 
(a2) Corporate managers, irrespective of position in the organization, 


prefer reward, expert and legitimate power bases (hypothesis 1). 
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(b) Coercion is the least preferred power base among levels 1 and 3 
managers (hypothesis 3). Level 2 managers preferred both coercion 


and referent power bases the least. 


The remaining hypotheses were not supported. However, when the 
power base scores of managers at a particular level were compared to 


another level, a number of significant findings occurred: 


(a) Level 1 managers disliked coercion more than level 2 managers; 

(b) Level 1 managers preferred reward and legitimate power bases 
more than level 3 managers 

(c) Level 2 managers preferred a legitimate power base more than 
level 3 managers; 

(d) Level 3 managers disliked coercive and referent power bases 


more than level 1 and level 2 managers. 


Table 9 depicts the above findings. 
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TABLE 9 


COMPARISON OF SSS SCORES OF MANAGERS AT 


THREE LEVELS IN THE ORGANIZATION 


LEVEL OF MANAGER J: OBTAINED DEGREES OF 
COMPARED x POWER BASE t-VALUE FREEDOM 
] 3053 Coercion - 2.08 82 

2 36.9 
] 46.1 Reward es Jke 85 
3 41.9 
] 45.2 Legitimate TAS} 85 
3 41.1 
] S258 Coercion 1.68 85 
3 28.6 
] 36.6 Referent fact 85 
5 30.8 
2 47.0 Legitimate ZeOl 8] 
73 4].1 . 
2 36.9 Coercion 4.09 8] 
5 28.6 
2 365.6 Referent aed fi) 8] 
3 3076 
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Findings Related to Groups in the SSS 
Construction Phase 


As mentioned previously, a group of corporate managers were used 


for the SSS item analysis procedure. The MBA students were used in the 


test-retest reliability procedure. 
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MBA Students 


When the means of both the test and retest were combined, the 
highest mean scores were on the reward and expert power bases. Table 10 
presents the combined means on each power base. The test-retest 
correlations ranged from .69 to .88. Table 5 represents the test-retest 


correlation coefficients. 


TABLE 10 


COMBINED MEANS OF THE TEST AND 
RETEST ON EACH POWER BASE (MBA STUDENTS) 


N= 18 
Power Base Combined Means 
Reward 44.5 
Expert 41.2 
Legitimate 395.5 
Referent Bono 
Coercion Sie) 8) 


Corporate Managers 


Form A of the SSS was administered to a group of managers. The 
highest mean scores were on the legitimate and expert power bases. 


Table 11 presents the means on each power base. 
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TABLE 11 


MEAN SCORES ON FORM A OF THE 
SSS (ADMINISTERED TO CORPORATE MANAGERS) 


Ne= 37 
Power Base im 
Legitimate 46.6 
Expert 44.8 
Reward 42.0 
Coercion 51 
Referent 34.0 


Findings Related to Other Variables 


Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated to determine the 
relationship between age, years of experience, education, number of 
employees supervised, and scores on each power base. No significant 
relationship (p's < .05) was found with age, the number of employees 


supervised, and education. 


Years of experience did correlate negatively with the coercion and 
reward power bases. The correlation coefficients were -.24 (p < .01) 
and -.18 (p <.05) respectively. Table 12 presents the correlation 


for age and years of experience. 
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TABLE 12 


PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS 
BETWEEN POWER BASE SCORES AND OTHER VARIABLES 


OTHER VARIABLES REWARD 


— 


Age =sOn0G 
Years of Experience - 0.18 


Number of Employees 0.01 
Supervised 


Education 0.03 


UVEGISIMAT Eee COERGIONS@eeREPEREN EXPERT) 


ie 


= 0.01 - 0.08 - 0.08 0.01 
als. Oia - 0.24 - 0.15 - 0.04 
0.07 0.10 0.10 - 0.03 
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CHAPTER VI - 
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 


Some of the more pertinent findings will be discussed in this 
Chapter. Implications of these results will be pointed out and 


directions for future research will be described. 
The SSS Questionnaire and Power Base Preference 


The first main objective of the study was achieved in that a 
power base preference test instrument was constructed and the preferences 
of a sample of industrial managers examined. Power base preference as 
defined by French and Raven (1959) was objectively measured with the 
Supervisory Situations Survey (SSS). The test was found to be highly 


reliable and some of the stated hypotheses were confirmed. 


Based on the studies of Kahn (1964) and Berger (1972) the coercive 
power base was thought to be the least preferred. This was the case in 
the present study with both the student and manager-samples (hypothesis 3 
confirmed). Similarly, the work of Warren (1968) and Burke and Wilcox 
(1971) suggested managers use a combination of power bases. The fact 
that there were no significant differences in mean scores on the 
legitimate and reward power bases in the present study suggests that 
managers prefer more than one power base. A specific prediction about 


this combination was made based on Bachman's findings (1966, 1968). The. 
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results of this study are in concurrance, in that the highest scores 

were on the legitimate and expert power bases (hypothesis 1 confirmed). 
However, the unexpected finding was that the reward mean score tied with 
the legitimate power base score. With the exception of Student (1968) 
most studies found reward seldom used. Possibly, many theorists do 

not agree with certain aspects of learning theory that deal with extrinsic 
motivation. A more plausible explanation is that managers both recognize 
the test item situations involving reward and prefer its use over other 
bases. However, in the job setting, these managers do not use reward 
because they may not have the resources or they are not aware of the 
opportunities for providing rewards contingent on performance. Thus, 
caution must be exercised when interpreting the power base preference 
scores. A manager may have a high preference score but not actually use 
any of the techniques associated with that power base. Further research 


could clarify this point. 


An interesting implication of these findings is the use of the SSS 
could facilitate the analysis of work unit problems. For example, 
excessive absenteeism and turnover may be attributed in part to the 
preference and use of inappropriate power base techniques. Also, some 
managers suffering from stress may’ be in an incongruent state, j.e., 
preferring to treat their employees one way but compelled to do something 
else. Another implication for the SSS is the ex post facto analysis of 
the results. The fact that the results were consistent with some of the 


predicted outcomes provides some evidence of construct validity. However, 
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further validity testing of the SSS is recommended. This author has 
recently become aware of another test instrument (Hersey, Blanchard, 

& Natemeyer, 1979) largely based on French and Raven's typology. Some 
further tests of validity could be conducted using this new test and the 


SSS: 


Once the validity of the SSS has been further explored, a number of 
industrial populations could be tested to establish norms. The SSS could 
also be used for assessing the effectiveness of supervisory or management 
training programs (i.e., leadership or organization behaviour modification 


courses). 


Power Base Preference and Level of Position of Corporate Managers 
in the Organization 


Another main objective of the study was achieved in that relationship 
between level of position held in an organization and power base preference 
was determined. The preferences of the three levels of management were 


significantly different for all the power bases except expert power. 


Level 1 had a greater dislike for coercion than level 2 managers. 
Possibly, first line supervisors may have had to resort to using coercive 
techniques more frequently than middle managers. Occasionally this may 
have necnited in negative consequences such as emotional outbursts or 
formal grievances. Thus the effects of certain power base techniques may 


subsequently effect the powerholder's preference for them in the future. 
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The explanation would be consistent with Kipnis' (1976) explanation of 
the "metamorphic effects" of power. It also provides an explanation 


of how the "IN" component of the power model operates (feedback). 


Level 3 managers also had a dislike for coercion - significantly 
more than level 1 and level 2 managers. This finding might be explained 
in relation to the variable years of experience. A significant 
negative correlation was found between years of experience and the 
preference for a coercive power base. The interpretation is that the 
more experienced the manager the less likely he or she is to prefer the 
use of coercive techniques. In other words, the longer a manager has 
worked the greater the probability that he tried coercive techniques and 
experienced some negative consequence. Therefore, these experienced 


managers would dislike or have low coercive preference scores. 


Level 3 managers had a significantly greater dislike for referent 
power than level 1 and 2 managers. This is the opposite of what was 
predicted (hypothesis 2). Senior managers were thought to work more 
closely with their staff and their influence attempts derived from the 
identification process of referent power. This does not appear to be 
the case. However, the SSS items measuring referent power consisted of 
different influence techniques. The hypothesis might have been confirmed 
if the items involving personal favours were separated from those involving 


an identification process. This will be further discussed in the next 


section. 
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5] 
Level 1 managers had a significantly greater preference for reward 
and legitimate power bases than level 3 managers. Moss Kanter (1979) 
indicated some first line and senior managers were often “powerless” because 


they had no access to resources. This might explain why the senior managers 


(level 3) had a lower reward preference score. 


Some of the findings were peculiar in that level 3 managers had 
lower mean preference scores on every power base (when compared to level 
1 and 2 managers). Perhaps these senior managers have some other preferred 
means of influencing people. Following a series of studies, Raven (1965) | 
added an information base to the power base typology. This might account 
for the lower scores, since the SSS instrument does not contain items 


which measure an information power base. 


In summary, one aspect of the study showed different levels of 
management varying in their preferred means of influencing others. This 
provides support for the significance of the S and I elements in the . 
power model. Therefore, continued research on the other elements should 
provide a better understanding of the dynamics of social power. The 
model might prove useful to organizations in analyzing their successes 
and failures in MBO, team building or quality of work life projects. 
Ultimately, the power model could be a useful predictive tool by 
computerizing the various research information on the elements of the 


model and adding mathematical probability factors. 
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52 
Unsupported Hypotheses 


Based on a review of literature, a number of hypotheses were made. 


Rejection of some of them requires an explanation. 


Burke's findings (1972) and subsequent hypothesis that managers 
higher up in the organization tend to use a referent power base was 
rejected (hypothesis 2). Firstly, Burke had asked subordinates how 
their bosses "on the average" or generally influenced them. If the 
subordinates were presented with specific situations, their responses 
might have been quite different. Secondly, Burke was measuring the 
target person's perceptions. The present study measured the managers ' 

Or powerholders' perceptions. Therefore, the discrepancy in the findings 
may be attributed to the managers preference and use of power differing 


from the target's perception. 


This could be the explanation for the rejection of hypotheses 5 
and 6 as well. Jamieson (1974) had found graduate students reporting 
they were influenced most by expert power. Raven et al (1971) also 
found age and education significant variables when studying U.S. wives 
and husbands. Both of these studies questioned the target as to their 
perceptions about the way they are influenced. In future research, this 
issue could be approached by testing both the managersand their subordinate. 
In addition, specific domains or situations presented in the SSS related 
to the work environment. Thus, the managers responses might have been 


consistent with Raven's findings if family domains or situations had 


Th) 


sitvbos® tema es (stags 1G tT Gail pena tenet wag age b 


wg 40 haanent iy! ate ia you omen 


eels yioterra 


; A opis Gms pest vibe shige is une ire a pire se shah 


°Q ay tie wes nt +a water! be 


‘slarg as 26- ORR nee Oe eee 7 hots 


tnoupgedye baw (S3R) Senteae? 2° aaa 
+ haod noptesinags GS AP ae qatotht 
Jeg vst & Oe Iwiten , [Ae Rear) hatoaotat. 
ar ic “spBiove siyo0o" eaanie ieee 
> stitoade (iw Gebpges ty ae eae noi brodve ) at 
: ‘ 

WT be .ngsst? tas tap. Heed opt PAphn 7 

) aii, Hots qrsvey 2° WR ie soo as 

rota ebettqsnas echoes 20 7 

ayeoig areppran Sls OG batudive is 36 van 


odigagteg <'teermt a ort 


uit Tet pend eate {gk a pa bi wea araT My cae 
; =a, 
‘ ; veal ne 
ut2. a) AMbere -GE09) 2am LEN), Hots Mae Tae, «S$ 2 SRD 


16 heVeA sig SIRS ecm ‘vospeynine hi ; I 


a _y — 


si of} stabi demrua: ath th weeds) td to 


" 


et ec “es 


di 


56 
been presented. Thus, having failed to support these hypotheses has 
resulted in an encouraging implication. It provides indirect evidence 
of the significance of the situation element in the power model. The 
hypothesis regarding the relationship between a reward power base and 
level of management was not supported (hypothesis 4). An explanation 


was provided in the previous section. 


Hypotheses 7, 8, and 9 were also rejected. These predictions 
relating to age, education and number of employees supervised were 
based on the findings of Kahn et al (1964), Raven et al (1971), and 
Burke and Wilcox (1971). Their obtained results related to the 
perceptions of the target person. Again, the discrepancy in the findings 
may be attributed to the manager's preference and use of power differing 


from the way the target believes he or she is being influenced. 


According to Schopler (1965) expertise on one task produces the 
ability to exert influence on a second, but only when tasks are comparable. 
Therefore, it is conceivable that the SSS items which determined 
preferences for expert power were tapping situations with noncomparable 
tasks. In other words, a manager's preference for expert power may be 


quite high but only in relation to his area of competency. 


Hypothesis 9 involving predictions about the number of employees 
supervised and legitimate preference scores was not confirmed. The 
implication is that irrespective of the total numbers supervised, managers 


may prefer to use different power bases depending on which employee he/she 
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15 attempting to influence. This would be consistent with the power 


model which emphasizes the importance of the target. 


Hypotheses 2, 6, and 7 involved predictions about referent power. 

The mean preference scores for referent power were the second lowest for 
all the samples. In the context of previous social power studies these 
low scores were unexpected. One of Kahn's findings (1964) might provide 
an explanation. He found subordinates liked influence techniques based 
on attraction or the degree to which they identified with the superior. 
But, influence based on personal favour or company loyalty was perceived 
as distasteful. The SSS instrument includes items that depict techniques 
based on both identification, personal favours and company loyalty. Thus 
by combining the scores on all these items, there would be a depressing 
effect on the total referent score. This could be remedied by reporting 


the referent scores separately. 


In conclusion, the making of necessary adjustments to the SSS and 
conducting further research on the power model will facilitate our 
understanding of the analytical and applied issues of power in 


Organizations. 
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APPENDIX A 
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GULF CANADA LIMITED 


RE: MANAGEMENT RESEARCH 


Randal Summers is a member of the training staff in Human Resources 
Department at Head Office, In completing the requirements for his 
doctorate degree in Educational Psychology, he is conducting his research 
in Gulf Canada. The research involves a survey of managers' preferences 
for various ways of getting work done through others. 


Your name (one of 90 managers across Canada) has been randomly selected. 
Your participation in the study is voluntary, If you choose to 
participate, the enclosed questionnaire should take approximately 20 
minutes to complete. All information will be retained by Mr. Summers, 
used for his educational purposes only, and aN in the strictest 
confidence. 


I would appreciate your returning the questionnaire (completed or blank) 
in the enclosed envelope. Thank you for your time and cooperation. 


E.J. Gaunt 
Manager - Human Resources 


EJG:cm 
Enclosures 


58 “ 


5 <SOWSIGA 4 ae 


: i | ae 
CIA VIiM—mMi! AGAMAD SLs 


A OUI29R TRA 238 


‘i end yO 1admen & 2? esvemenye Teboat 
Cay oe S57r41y ose 6 theme saged 

4! not a De S weet ah 63 £03 206 A 
ESVMPOVYEE  TAOVES 2a. ott whene> tive we 
(rats abyOw ony lew’ Yo “ 2worted VOT 


a 


ts 


1B) 23NeA etagatem VE to ep) Sew ee 

ie OV ge Ntuite. Gut? wotpagre ee aes 
. 193 S25 she a enugifaayy: hesgisnig. of] SP eirataied F 

ee t vat Doninde: ed -'*o noreenminin? TTA wallow. of meunta 

2% > ot at Jao? be .v i fio Voletuyed apie sous Be. Se eee 
ST TAGS. _ 


beret ueig) att deta yer: ont ontioatas , Salons blupe Tas 
1H. BAS -sidi fest ‘wt toy Freda cat ayaa £220;2ae ong nt 
1 


sAép .t.3 


e398 qe - FsperdM . ~ 


APPENDIX B 
RESEARCH FORM B 


SUPERVISORY SITUATION SURVEY 


SUMMERS, R.W. and FOX, E.E. 


This survey consists of sixty (45) situations that involve incidents 
between supervisors/managers and their staff. You may or may not have 


taken the same action in those situations. Therefore, please circle a 
number from 1 to 8 indicating the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with the supervisors'/managers' actions. Circling a 1 would indicate your 
strong disagreement; circling an 8 would indicate your strong agreement. 
Once you have made your choice please do not go back over the questions 


and change your answers. 


EXAMP LE 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 
uh 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1, Alex failed to complete 


assignments, and was absent 
frequently, and con- 
stantly argued with other 
employees. His super- 
visor recommended Alex's 
immediate dismissal. 


Do 
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NAME : 


a ee 


Number of Employees Supervised: 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 
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A mailroom clerk was late three 

times in one week. On the third 
occasion, the manager said, 

"IT want to remind you that the 
company has been good to you and 
expects its employees to be 

loyal in return by being on 

time." it 2 


The rate for key punching cards 

for computer use was slowing 

down. The supervisor said, 

"T'm going to begin replacing 

you people if the average key 

strokes per minute doesn't 

increase." 1 Z 


An employee was absent two 

Mondays per month for the past 

two months. The supervisor 

said, "As the person respon- 

sible for the production of 
this*’tmit, I want your Monday 
absenteeism to stop." 1 2 


Data processors in the Systems 
Department were making incorrect 
entries. The supervisor informed 
them, "I've estimated the cost of 

an error to be $87.50 in man hours 
and computer time." it Z 


The Personnel Manager, concerned 
about recruiting time, said to 
che: recruiting officer, 
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STRONGLY STRONGLY 
DISAGREE AGREE 
i Be 3 4 5 6 i 


"When I had your job, I 

decreased recruiting time 

bye L072" You're like me in 

many ways so I'll look 

forward to some new ideas. ib 2 3 4 ts) 6 7 


(6) The women in packaging at 
a candy factory complained 
about the foul language of 
the machine operator. The 
Supervisor then warned. 
"Clean up your language or 
PI ‘transfer you’ to another 
department!" Ah 2 3 4 5 6 7 


(7) A device recorded each time 
a bus accelerated or braked 
too quickly. A supervisor 
said, "Proper driving saves 
on repairs. The best driver 
of the week will be ann- 
ounced in the newsletter and 
get two theatre tickets." 1 2 3 4 5 6 7, 


(8) There was alot of gambling 
among the men at lunch 
hours. The supervisor 
invited a person from 
Gambler's Anonynous to 
describe the personal 
tragedies that result from 
gambling. gt 2 3 4 5 6 i, 


(9) Following a fire inspection, 
a new "No Smoking" area was” 
ereated in auplant.. “he area 
supervisor called a short 
meeting and announced that 
there is to be no smoking 
in the new area. al Zz 3 4 5) 6 7 


(10) Staff were taking extended 
coffee breaks. The supervisor 
circulated a memo. It said 
each time one third of the “ B C 5 e 
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Staff take extended breaks, 
ftrcosts¥ss.000 Anilost time 

and delays in production. He 
added it's in the company's 

best interest to follow the 

set break periods. i 


At a regional manager's 

meeting, the director said, 
"T've reviewed your sales 
records and they are good, 

but I feel we can trim some of 
OU COSts® "Those reducing 

cost of sales by 15% can 

expect a bonus at the end 
Otmeherquante nar 1 


Actual costs have been 
exceeding project estimates 

by $5,000.00. The manager 
called the project estimator 

in and said, "Joe, we've 

been through a lot together. 
iimeaskine= youras any od 

friend, we've got to bring our 
figures into line." 1 


Production schedules fell 
behind so quality control 

checks weren't done. The 

plant manager sent a direc- 
tive,’ VOuality control 

reports must been done on 
aileppoduct cudsee 1 


An average performer was 
constantly complaining 

about unfair company policy. 

His supervisor said, "If you 
don't quit your belly-aching 
I'l have to take dis- 

ciplinary action - take this as 4 
warning." ih 
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DISAGREE 
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Wanting to increase 

productivity, a super- 

visor said to his staff, 

"Increase the number of 

invoices processed per 

week and I'll make sure 

it's viewed in a positive 

PrVeitwat evaluation times. a 2 


A staff member, without a 

demanding work load, refused 

to take on a new task. The 
Supervisor urged him to 

reconsider, "By taking 

on this new task, the company 

will save the cost of hiring 

and training a part time help!' 1 Z 


At year end, the manager 

wanted his staff to work 

overtime. He said, "We've 

got a good team here and I 

ask you more as your team 

leader than boss to put in 

a few hours of overtime." ih 2 


Because of the secretary's 

work overload, the super- 
VisOcesala tOmeLie Stari, 

VFrom now on, | want all 

of you to take your own 

incoming calls directly." Lea eZ 


Having observed staff 

leaving early on Friday 

afternoons, a supervisor 

posted a memo, "Anyone 

leaving the work area before 

aesiiitt end will. receive 

a letter of warning the 

first time and two day 

suspension the second time’ il 2 
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A manger wanted acci- 

dent reports completed 

more accurately and submitted 
with lessidelay.. He said; 

"The unit head with the best 
improvement in the next six 
month period will be awarded 

two dinner/theater tickets." 1 


In an attempt to increase 

wine sales, a restaurant 
manager decided to give 

waiters a bonus for selling 
wine to 45% of his tables 

each night. it 


A maintenance supervisor 

found an employee hoarding 
tools. "You are supposed 
LOmeekurme thes toolseto ithe 

rack so others can use them. 

If I see that again, you'll 

be out on your ear." Al 


A supervisor noticed a 

summer student wandering 

away from the work area. 

"Get back to your work 

station and don't leave 

it without permission." i 


Absenteeism was up and 
productivity down at a 
refrigerator repair company. 

The district manager said 

to his fidld supervisors, 

"T'm asking a personal 
PavouGeofeallwof you, —) see 
Lieyouscanptackle,sthis 

summer slump." wh 
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An argument occurred among 
two employees as a result 

of a racial slur. The super- 
visor intervened, "According 
to new legislation and our 
amended company policy, 
racial remarks are out of 


bounds." ih 2 


A manager responsible for 
flight reservations announced, 
Bingawee:rOrtato’ stimulate 
Sales, we will offer a cash 
bonus for the ticket agent 


booking the most return trips."1 D 


A series of practical jokes 
resulted in a fight between 
Mike and Ernie. Their super- 
visor said, '' Any more 
nonsense and one of you will 
be rescheduled on to the 


night shift." ne? 


A supervisor was upset by 
the graffiti written on the 
washroom walls. At a staff 
meeting he said, " From now 
Gove pa cheoomeaGee ts dead 
want no more graffiti in the 


washroom." ih 2 


A new employee hung a picture 
of Hitler above his work- 
bench. The supervisor said, 
"T've worked here a long time 
and know everyone quite well. 
That picture is going to 


offend some people." n Z 
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A lady complained about 

a street construction 

crew's vulgar comments 

and whistling. The manager 

said, " I want you guys to 

conduct yourselves properly 

and that includes no swearing 

‘Wah (aisle sea ih 2 


A hydro repairman's T-shirt 

depicted a dinosaur and read 

"Fossil fuels are extinct". 

His supervisor commented. 

"Tt would be much better for 

the company's image if you 
didnetaweanetnat T-shirt." ik 2 


A shipping manager was con- 

cerned about the amount of 

damaged inventory in the 

warehouse. He called a 

special meeting of the fork 
Perewariverseand= said.) L 

want you to slow down and be 

more careful with full loads:' 1 2 


The RAM-JET Corporation was 

faced with falling sales and 
skyrocketing costs. The 

production manager warned, 

"Tf productivity doesn't pick 

up around here, there will 

bemanlot of elay—-orts.. a 2 


A supervisor came upon big 

George beating up a vending 

maching and said, "I know 

Te seatpandl cebu dosmera 

favour George, take it easy 

on the machine." i 2 
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A mail courier couldn't 

resist pinching the 

attractive receptionist. 

The office manager said, 
"Antonio! I must remind 

you that we have a policy 
forbidding sexual harrass- 
ment." 1 


A truck driver was continually 
running behind schedule. His 
SupervisOresaids es Pimthere is 

a 50% improvement over the 

next three months, we'll 

award you that radio you 

always talk about." 1 


Martin was usually found near 
Sheila's desk. The supervisor 
finally said, ''Keep your 

romance from interfering with 
yOouruwoEkearel. Pl transfer 
Martin to another branch." aL 


Consultants spent more time than 
necessary on projects in 

regions with warmer climates. 
The manager wrote a memo, 
"Reducing the time spent on 

each project will reflect 

your sincere commitment to 
company goals." i} 


In a restaurant, the cash failed 
to balance with the cash 


register tapes. The manager said, 


"Tf you balance four out of 
five days, you get a choice 
of shift the next week." HE 
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A manager circulated a memo 

Stating. '" We are starting 

a new fitness program and 

encouraged all employees to 

Sign up. Experts tell us the 
program will benefit our 

company by increasing 

productivity, reducing sick 

time, and improving morale." 1 2 


ASmompracticaLe joke swJimpl. t 

a lunch bag on fire in the 

lunch room. The supervisor 
Gautioned, “If anyone pulls 

a dangerous stunt like that 

again, there'll be a 30 day 
Suspension." i Z 


Some employees book off 

during the hunting season. 

The supervisor said, "We're 
backlogged and sales is on 

my back. Could you do me 

a personal favour by post- 

poning your vacation." 1 2 


To reduce personal injuries 

to employees of super-tankers, 

the manager of shipping 

introduced a program, 

"The ship with the best 

record will have the honour 

of raising this special 

safety award flag." 1 2 


Maria forgot to lock the cash 
register several times. The 

manager referred to some crime 
Btatisticseandesaid, ss.OUnaLe 

doing the same thing as these 
burgled homeowners who didn't 

lock their doors - you 

invite crimet" 1 2 
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(45) A supervisor wanting to 
improve attendance said, 
Uishaventemissed) aiday of 
work in the past five years. 
Like me, you care about what 
happens around here so let's 
see some more records 
like mine." i D 3 4 5 6 fl 8 
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APPENDIX C 


Items by Power Base 
On the SSS Form B 


Power Bases 


Reward Legitimate Referrent Expert Coercion 

7 3 5 ] Ya 

1] 9 12 “ 6 

ES 13 7 8 14 
20 18 24 Sa 19 
2] 23 34 16 oe 
26 25 35 29 27 
36 28 42 40 33 
39 30 45 44 i, 
43 37 38 10 4] 
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